JUSTIFICATION.                                  8o>

Thus, where the libel complained of was that
"L., B., -and G-. are a gang1 who live by card-
sharping," it was held to be sufficient justification
to prove that upon two distinct occasions L., B.,
and G. had cheated at cards (V). So, where the
plaintiffs %were accused of being " impudent and
ignorant scamps who had the audacity to pretend
to cure all kinds of diseases with one kind of pill,"
and their business was referred to as " homicidal
tricks," and " wholesale poisoning," and it was
stated that several of them " had been convicted
of manslaughter, and fined and imprisoned for
killing people with enormous doses of their
universal vegetable boluses," it was held that
the libel was in substance correct upon proof
" that the plaintiffs' pills when taken in large
doses as recommended by the plaintiffs were
highly dangerous, deadly, and poisonous," and
" that two persons had died in consequence of
taking large quantities of them, and that the
people who had administered these pills were tried,
convicted, and imprisoned for the manslaughter
of these two persons;" and that it was not neces-
sary to further justify the epithets " scamps,"
" rotgut rascals," " wholesale poisoning " (/).

(e) Reg. v. LnboucJtere (Lamina case) (1880), 14 Cox, 0. C.
419.

(/) Morrison v. Harmer (1837), 3 Bing. N. 0. 759; 3 Hodges,
108; 4 Scott, 533. See also Weaver v. Lloyd (1824), 2 B. &
G. 678 ; 1 C. & P. 295 ; Edwards v. Bell (1824), 1 Bing. 403 ;
Warman v. Hine (1837), 1 Jur. 820 ; Edsall v. Russell (1842),
12 L. J. C. P. 4; G Jur. 996; Brlirem v. Allen (1862), 3 F. &
F. 135; 8 Jur. N. S. IIS.